Setting protected area entrance fees at appropriate levels can be extremely challenging. We provide benchmarking data across a sample of 62 countries and construct an Index of Affordability (IOA), showing protected area entry fees relative to citizens' per capita income adjusted for purchasing power. Using this measure, Australian parks are the most affordable (IOA of 0.10) to citizens, those in Benin are the least affordable (10.69), while Indonesia is closest to the global average IOA of 2.09. Protected areas in low-income countries are on average 30 times less affordable to citizens than in high-income countries. This has equity implications, and may supress visitation rates, thereby reducing the degree to which citizens attach value to, and are willing to support, national parks. International tourist fees are lowest in Armenia (US$1.04) and highest in Tanzania (US$43.72), while Costa Rica is closest to the global average (US$11.21), a relatively small proportion of the US$165 average daily spend estimated for European middle to higher income tourists. International tourists to low-income countries pay an average entrance fee of US$20, four times that paid in high-income countries. This is arguably fair, given their far smaller protected area funding bases and much greater reliance on tourism earnings. Our findings support fee differentiation between citizens and international tourists as a means of equating affordability.
INTRODUCTION
Globally, it is estimated that protected areas receive around eight billion visits every year, generating as much as US$600 billion of spending and US$250 billion in consumer surplus (Balmford et al., 2015) . The level and structure of entrance fees can have a pivotal influence on the financial success of protected areas (PAs) as well as their accessibility and perceived social value. Setting them appropriately, when done thoughtfully, involves the careful balancing of numerous competing objectives. For example, management costs need to be covered and revenues optimised without losing sight of affordability considerations especially for citizens (whose tax payments contribute to protected area funding in the majority of cases). At the same time, pricing is often used as a tool to manage protected area visitor numbers, meaning that relative price levels in other sites (or even countries) are a consideration. Aside from the inherent challenges associated with balancing numerous (sometimes competing, or even conflicting) objectives, protected area managers often have limited guiding information at their disposal to set prices. Filling information gaps can be time consuming and expensive. Among other information, benchmarking data on comparable entrance fees in other countries can be very helpful in assisting with fee setting especially if it is presented in a way that allows for an understanding of the relative affordability of fees in other countries. However, such benchmarking data is generally lacking or not well developed. This article aims to assist in this regard.
Funding shortages are one of the most important barriers to the achievement of the conservation objectives of PAs. Bruner et al. (2001) demonstrate that an increase in funding is the most effective way of ensuring that protected area managers can adequately mitigate against land clearing and other threats to biodiversity. The indirect or non-market nature of many of the costs and benefits associated with protected areas makes it challenging to make the case for public funding allocations or to consider protected areas in purely commercial terms (Dixon & Sherman, 1991; Walpole et al., 2001) . This is especially true in the developing world, where pressing development needs provide strong competition for scarce government resources (Inamdar et al., 1999; Krug, 2000) . Shortfalls in funding available to protected areas in the developing world are well documented (see Adams et al., 2008; Bruner et al., 2004) . In extreme cases, where these shortfalls are acute, they have resulted in the existence of paper parks -areas which have been set aside for conservation but where no real management occurs (Eagles, 2013) .
In most countries, protected areas still depend primarily on government funding, sometimes supplemented with grants and donations from nongovernmental organisations, development donors, the general public or the business sector. In Latin America, for example, public budgets account for about 60 per cent of protected area available funding (Flores & Bovarnick, 2016 ). Yet, not only is this narrow financial base typically totally inadequate to ensure effective conservation management, it is also insecure and risky (Emerton et al., 2006) . In Montenegro, for example, not only has public funding to protected areas been steadily falling over time, it is also only sufficient to cover around a half of the estimated costs of basic protected area management (Emerton et al., 2011) . Competing budgetary requirements, combined with increased scarcity of and demand for land have placed growing pressure on protected area managers to both justify the existence of protected areas and to reduce their dependence on scarce public budgets (Edwards & Abivardi, 1998) .
There are essentially two ways that the latter has been achieved by protected area management authorities (MAs), and with varying degrees of success. The first has been to reduce costs and the second is to increase so -called own revenues or self-generated revenue (primarily from entrance fees and tourism concessions and services such as accommodation, tours and restaurants). For the latter, an important consideration is whether these increased revenues can be retained, earmarked and reinvested in conservation activities (Emerton et al., 2006; Berghöfer et al., 2017) . MAs have had varying degrees of success with increasing selfgenerated revenues. For example, between 2009 and 2015, the South African National Parks Board (SANParks) were able to grow own revenues strongly at annual rates of about 5 per cent above inflation. By 2016, own revenues contributed roughly 55 per cent to overall SANParks revenues with the rest coming from government allocations and donors (SANParks, 2016) . There also remains a significant element of cross subsidisation, with only five out of 19 parks in South Africa generating enough own revenues to cover their costs. By contrast, Lindsey et al. (2014) point out that self-generated revenues from national parks in Zambia have remained low particularly when considered relative to their potential. This reliance on a combination of self-generated and external budget sources is the norm in most countries: Walpole et al. (2001) reviewed the available studies and found that it was only in a few exceptional circumstances that protected area systems were able to generate sufficient own revenue to cover management costs entirely. Reviews such as that of Bovarnick et al. (2010) demonstrate that self-generated revenue usually forms a relatively small part of overall funding for protected area systems. Furthermore, it is a commonly held view that a vision of 'full' financial self-sufficiency is not only unachievable, but is broadly accepted as being also unsuited to protected areas that are essentially public goods being managed in the broader social, economic and conservation interest (Herath, 2000; Buckley, 2003; Hübner et al., 2014) . There is, however, general consensus that protected area revenue bases need to be increased, diversified and expanded in order to generate the funding that is required for effective biodiversity conservation.
Entrance fees are probably the most widely used and easily accessible source of self-generated protected area revenues. In addition to the presence of visitors, there are several factors which can be considered when management authorities are determining entrance fees, and these will vary in importance depending on the context within which fees are being set. Concerning the practical considerations relating to protected area entrance fee setting, Lindberg and Halpenny (2001) argue that too often fees are set purely based on considerations surrounding revenue generation. In addition to how much revenue needs to be generated to ensure that management costs are covered, management authorities should consider the following (Oleas, 2008; Banerjee et al., 2017; Watson, 2013; Eagles et al., 2002) :

Ensuring optimal visitor numbers, both to manage the level of ecological impact within the park and to reduce congestion for the sake of visitor satisfaction  Encouraging more or fewer visits to surrounding substitute sites, or encourage fewer visits during 
Aligning fees with those of similar attractions and so matching them with public expectations.
PA planners and managers frequently lack data which would allow them to benchmark fees either against other countries, or relative to price levels in their own country. Yet benchmarking can be a useful tool when setting fees of various kinds. For example, Loomis Hubbell et al. (2002) examine the use of benchmarking to assist in decisions around setting tuition fees for universities. Few studies have provided reviews of protected area entrance fees in a format which allows for benchmarking to be carried out. Lindberg and Halpenny (2001) conducted a global review of protected area entrance fees with a focus on marine protected areas. Spenceley et al. (2017) presented the fees of Tanzanian game reserves and wildlife management areas alongside those charged by national parks, and also looked at fees charged in national parks in South Africa, Botswana, Namibia and Zimbabwe. Given the focus of these papers on marine protected areas and selected African countries respectively, a review of the literature has not revealed any studies which have taken a global perspective on benchmarking terrestrial national park entrance fees.
It should be noted that benchmarking is rarely used in isolation but rather applied alongside other techniques for determining optimal fee levels. It cannot capture essential information about the uniqueness of the protected area 'offering' in a particular country or the Entrance Gate at the Boulders Penguin Colony Sec on of the Table Mountain Na onal Park, South Africa ©Hugo Van Zyl specific characteristics and expectations of visitors that determine their preferences and price points. It is typically used to provide a guide to the initial starting point, or the final point cross-check and validation of the results, of these other studies. Management authorities are increasingly relying on consumer research to determine which fee levels can achieve a balance between public expectations and revenue maximisation. Stated preference techniques (such as contingent valuation and choice experiments) as well as travel cost methods, which look at visitors' willingness to pay, are particularly commonly used to inform protected area pricing. They often also provide information about the potential to introduce other fees, charges or voluntary levies in addition to entrance fees. The issue of consumer surplus is often an important one, as evidenced by the number of studies which have found that people are willing to pay more than the entrance fee that they are charged to enter a given protected area (see review in Spenceley et al., 2017 for examples; Adams et al., 2008; Nogueira & Salgado, 2001) .
Affordability is a central issue to consider when setting protected area entrance fees. This is especially true when considering fees for local community members or citizens of that country, given that they will tend on average to have lower incomes than international visitors. In addition to this, national protected area systems will nearly always be at least partially funded by taxpayers and provide wider societal benefits such as environmental education and recreation, which can be maximised when fees are structured in a way that promotes accessibility to all income levels (whilst ensuring conservation objectives are met). It is often argued that there is a distributional dimension to protected area pricing, especially for those sites that receive visitors from different origins (see, for example, Alpizar, 2006; Mendes, 2003) . For this reason, many protected area systems have multi-tier pricing structures, which allow them to accomplish differing objectives for differing groupings of visitors. For example, developing nations might have cost recovery or revenue maximisation as a primary objective when setting fees for international tourists, and maximising the provision of learning opportunities as the main objective for local visitors (Lindberg & Halpenny, 2001) . Another reason that citizens are often charged less than international tourists is that most national park systems are funded primarily or at least partially by the state, and so citizens will already be contributing to their financing in an indirect way. Many protected area systems will also have special prices for children, students, retirees, disabled people and other groups who are deemed to qualify for reduced prices.
The key objectives of the article are to provide hitherto unavailable benchmarking data and analysis of entrance fees in a sample of countries across the globe. The focus is on the relative amounts charged for entrance fees in different countries and the relative affordability of these amounts. This should assist with the review and setting of entrance fees for both citizens and international tourists by management authorities in combination with other considerations, techniques and processes. Note that the article thus does not attempt to 'explain' any entrance fees amounts as this would require a complex dissection of the role played by these considerations, techniques and processes in arriving at a given fee amount. Where appropriate, key factors that seem to be impacting on fees and especially differences between fees are discussed often with significant caveats and to illustrate how selected factors could be playing a role in observed fee amounts thereby hopefully assisting those tasked with setting fees.
METHODS
The survey focused on National Parks, aiming to ensure that major tourist sites and flagship areas were included (most of which are National Parks) and to increase the level of comparability between countries. While the term 'National Park' corresponds to the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Protected Area Management Category II, many countries do not use the term consistently, referring in some cases to protected areas belonging to IUCN Protected Area Management Categories III, V or VI as National Parks. For the purposes of our analysis, only protected areas which correspond to IUCN Protected Area Management Category II were included, regardless of the terminology used by individual countries.
Entrance fee data were gathered for as many countries where such data were reasonably accessible focusing on fees for adult citizens and international tourists in 2018. The primary source for this data was protected area management authority websites, travel blogs, travel information portals and tourism agency websites. Data availability was highly variable between countries. In some instances, it was possible to easily access entrance fee data for all national parks from one source. In others, a number of different sources had to be used. Data coverage was also patchy in relation to the number of national parks per country for which there were data available. Entrance fee data for citizens were found for 51 countries, international tourists' fee data were found for 62 countries while data on both citizen and international tourist entrance fees were available for 51 countries. Countries where entry is free of charge were excluded from the analysis. These include mostly higher Van Zyl et al.
income countries such as UK, France, Denmark, Sweden, Norway and New Zealand (though the latter are considering the introduction of entrance fees).
The focus on comparisons between countries required the estimation of an average entrance fee for all the parks in a given country. An unweighted average for all national parks was used for this purpose as there is no clear or workable basis for weighting one park more or less than another. This was possible because, on the whole, the variability of fees between individual national parks in the same country was low.
Entrance fees for citizens were converted from local currency amounts to international dollars using purchasing power parity (PPP) exchange rates sourced from the World Bank. Purchasing power parity calculations aim to correct for differences in real price levels between countries. They apply an exchange rate that is based on the rate at which the currency of one country would have to be converted into that of another country to buy the same representative basket of goods. Park entry fees are expressed in international US dollars (Int.$). An international US dollar has the same purchasing power as the dollar has in the United States and is a commonly accepted numeraire for crosscountry comparisons or aggregations of economic statistics. As international tourists come from a wide variety of countries (which are in most cases not recorded), it is not possible to apply a PPP conversion rate to the fees they pay. Furthermore, as the majority originate from the developed world, it is assumed that there is less variation in purchasing power as compared to international US dollars. Entrance fees for international tourists are therefore expressed in US dollars calculated at market exchange rates.
Entrance fees for citizens were then converted into an index of affordability (IOA) which expresses the protected area entry fee relative to local income levels. This was done by converting the fees into international dollars and dividing them by gross national income (GNI) per person (expressed in PPP $) sourced from the World Bank. This reflects a common approach taken in studies considering the affordability of products, such as Iyengar et al.'s (2016) comparison of the affordability of hepatitis medication across 30 countries, as well as Murakami and Blom's (2008) global comparison of the affordability of tertiary education. Entrance fees for international tourists were compared to average daily tourist spending to get a sense of their relative cost as compared to total holiday costs.
The chief focus of the study was the benchmarking of national park entrance fees at the country level. To expand on this and explore the data further, two additional analysis components were included which involved grouping countries with similar socioeconomic conditions. The first entailed clustering countries with similar per capita income levels, using the World Bank categorisation of low-income, lower middle-income, upper middle-income and high-income. Countries were also grouped into regions. Alongside geographical proximity, the main criteria were obvious cultural and governance similarities. Russia and China were included individually as they did not fit into any of the other regional groupings.
RESULTS
Results are presented in two sections. The first focuses on entrance fees for citizens and the second for international tourists. Within each of these sections, results are presented for individual countries as well as for income clusters and regional groups. In each case, results are presented in a way that allows for ranking according to the entrance fee index of affordability for Entrance Sign for Abijata-Shalla Lakes Na onal Park, Ethiopia © Hugo Van Zyl) citizens and then by the entrance fees charged to international tourists.
Fees for citizens
A comparison of the affordability of national park entrance fees for citizens in individual countries is provided in Table 1 and its accompanying map in Figure  1 . The columns are arranged according to the way the index of affordability was calculated, by taking the fees in market US$, converting them to international dollars, and then presenting them as a proportion of per capita gross national income for each country (the index of affordability or IOA, expressed in Int.$ x 10^3 / Per Capita GNI Int.$).
The results range from the most affordable fees (IOA of 0.10) for Australia to the least affordable (IOA of 10.69) for Benin. Based on these findings it can be inferred that national park fees are roughly 100 times more affordable for the average local in Australia than they are for the average local in Benin. The average IOA for the 52 countries considered is 2.09.
The results illustrate the relative impact of purchasing power on affordability. For example, Indonesian citizens are charged an average rate of US$6.81 to enter national parks, which is around 60 per cent higher than the global average. When the charge is adjusted to account for Indonesians' purchasing power, it increases to Int.$ 22.17 which is 120 per cent higher than the global average. Also shown is the relative impact of income levels. For example, China's average entrance fee in international dollars, Int.$ 52.49, is the highest of all the countries considered. But when this fee is considered as a proportion of the average Chinese per capita income, China has an IOA of 3.39, making it only the 9th least affordable country of those considered.
When countries are grouped according to their income levels, the results show stark contrasts in the affordability of entrance fees for citizens. Table 2 shows that national parks of low-income countries have an average IOA of 5.25, which is three times higher than Van Zyl et al.
Figure 1 Map of Index of Affordability for ci zens per country Table 2. Affordability of na onal parks entrance for ci zens by income-level groupings
the average IOA of lower middle-income countries (1.55) and 30 times higher than the average IOA of high -income countries (0.17). The coefficient of variation shows how much variation there is between the IOA of the individual countries making up each grouping. It is highest for upper middle-income countries (1.29), very similar for low-income and lower middle-income countries (0.67 and 0.66 respectively) and lowest for high-income countries (0.41). Grouping individual countries into regions revealed that Central, West and Table 3 ). The average IOA for North American countries was 0.16, while the average for Central African countries was 6.53. From this it can be deduced that the average national park in Central Africa is roughly 40 times less affordable to citizens than is the average national park in North America. The coefficients of variation show that there was relatively more variation in the IOA between the countries of regions such as Southeast Asia and Oceania, and less variation between countries in regions like North America and Central Asia.
Fees for international tourists
A comparison of the entrance fees charged to international tourists per country is provided in Table 4 and its accompanying map in Figure 2 . The cheapest country for international tourists to visit national parks is Armenia, where fees are an average of US$1.04. The most expensive country is Tanzania, where international tourists are charged an average of US$43.72. The average for the 61 countries considered is US$11.21 with Van Zyl et al. Table 3 . Affordability of na onal parks for ci zens by regional groupings These fee amounts are all relatively low when compared with an average daily spend of US$165 for European middle to higher income tourists. This raises the issue of the price elasticity of demand for park visitation. Pagiola et al. (2002) noted that demand for entry to nature-based tourism sites tends to be relatively inelastic (i.e. elasticity between 0 and -1) as they are a small portion of overall trip costs and are influenced by the availability of substitutes (where unique sites are associated with lower elasticities). Tanzania and Kenya would be typical countries where one would expect to find particularly low elasticities among overseas visitors as their iconic national parks offer Big Five safari experiences and as reaching them is generally associated with high total travel costs. The relatively higher fees in these countries are thus consistent with expected elasticities. It goes without saying that there are numerous other factors and nuances at play in determining these fee levels, such as those outlined in the Introduction.
Figure 2. Map of na onal park entrance fees for interna onal tourists by country
Entrance fees for international tourists show a similar overall pattern to indices of affordability for entrance fees for citizens when countries are grouped by income, but with a lower degree of difference between country groupings. International tourists to national parks in low-income countries pay an average entrance fee of US$20 (Table 5 ). This is twice as high as the average fee paid in both lower middle and upper middle-income countries (both just under US$10), and four times as high as the average fee paid in high-income countries (US$5). Lower income countries are thus able to generate substantially more revenue per person from entrance fees than higher income countries.
The regional grouping exercise reveals that East Africa (US$29.6), China (US$27.4) and Central Africa (US$20.4) are the three most expensive regions for international tourists entering national parks, while Russia (US$1.5), Central Asia (US$2.1) and the Caucasus (US$2.8) are the three least expensive regions (see Table 6 ). The latter three regions share a common history as they all belonged to the Soviet Union prior to its dissolution in 1991. Elements of their shared culture, and particularly an emphasis on state provision of public services, may be a key factor influencing fee levels today. The amount of variation within regions is highest in the Caucasus and in Southeast Asia and lowest in Oceania and South America, as evidenced by the coefficient of variation.
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. Na onal park entrance fees for interna onal tourists by income-level groupings CONCLUSION
The global benchmarking data in this article provides a useful reference point for setting PA entrance fees. As well as giving a basic understanding of what other (potentially competing) countries are charging for entry, such information can be used as an entry point to encourage stakeholder discussion about the various considerations and trade-offs that should guide pricing. The article has also highlighted the issue of affordability, a relatively under-researched yet clearly important consideration in fee setting. The following broad conclusions can be drawn from the analysis: National park entrance is substantially less affordable to citizens in lower income countries when compared to those in higher income countries. This has equity implications and is one of the factors that may supress visitation rates, thereby reducing the degree to which people are likely to attach value to, and be willing to support, national parks. It also has potential relevance to debates around the extent to which parks should be managed and financed with the interests of citizens in mind.
Entrance fees for international tourists are generally higher for national parks in lower income countries although the variation is not as great as that associated with affordability to citizens. It seems fair that international tourists would incur higher fees visiting national parks in low-income countries as compared to high-income countries, given that low-income countries generally have a smaller tax base from which to fund national parks. This tends to increase their reliance on tourism earnings. It is interesting to note that lower middle-income countries and higher middle-income countries charge, on average, similar levels of fees for international tourists. There may be scope to revise fee structures so that lower middle-income countries charge international tourists relatively more, although this should be investigated on a case-by-case basis and Rest Hut in Raja Ampat Na onal Park, Indonesia © Hugo Van Zyl preferably with the aid of market research including willingness to pay studies.
The findings provide further support for differentiated fees for citizens and international tourists, from a relative affordability perspective. This can be added to the other arguments for differentiated fees such as revenue maximisation and fairness.
While comparative fee levels in other countries and relative affordability for citizens provide useful benchmarks or reference points, it is also important to consider other key factors when setting PA entry fees. Of particular importance is the 'quality' of the PA experiences as compared to visitor demands and expectations, as this increases visitors' willingness to pay and associated price elasticities. If PA entrance fees are being considered as a component of funding and financial sustainability, issues of revenue retention and administration are critical concerns.
ENDNOTES 1
These are some mes also referred to as 'site-based' or commercial revenues. 2 There are very few instances indeed where na onal protected areas systems receive no budget alloca on at all from central government, or are expected to cover all of their own income. This is the case even though public budgets are in many cases extremely low, and many PAs are being increasingly pushed to incorporate cost recovery principles into their pricing and budgets. One region where central government budgets to PAs are very low or non-existent is in former Yugoslavian countries. In Montenegro, for example, PA categories other than na onal parks receive no transfer at all from na onal government (Emerton et al., 2011) . Un l a decade or so ago, a similar situa on held in Macedonia; most PAs lacked a dedicated budget for either capital or opera onal expenditures, and there was no central government alloca on to nature protec on ac vi es (Emerton, 2010) . Some countries charge differen ated fees for non-ci zens that are residents (e.g. expatriates) or are ci zens of regional country groupings (e.g. SANParks charges lower entrance fees to ci zens of Southern African Development Community (SADC) countries in some parks). Where these dis nc ons were found, data gathering focused on fees applicable to overseas interna onal tourists. 5 On the whole, we found that collec ng this data was substan ally more challenging and me-consuming than we expected. 6 Average daily tourist spending was es mated using data for Europeans travelling abroad (EU, 2017) . 7 Low income = ≤ US$1,005 GNI/Per Capita, upper middle income = US$1,006 -3,955 GNI/Per Capita, lower middle income = US$3,956 -12,235 GNI/Per Capita and high income = ≥ US$12,236 in current US$ terms. 8 Es mate based on a 2015 average in-country spend of EUR 89/ day for Europeans travelling abroad (from EU, 2017) adjusted for infla on and converted to US$115/day plus US$50/day for travel to the des na on (total transport cost of US$700 spread over a 14-day trip for the average tourist travelling an average distance to a foreign country). The European in-country average spend was derived from middle-income countries such as Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania as well as higher income countries such as France, Germany and Spain. 9 An elas city of -1 implies that any increase in price would result in a propor onal decrease in demand and an elas city of 0 would mean that demand would be unaffected by an increase in price. Some examples of elas city es mates include a rela vely high -0.68 for foreign day-visitors to Costa Rican na onal parks reflec ng the rela vely high subs tutability between the parks and other areas of natural beauty (Alpizar, 2006) and a lower -0.3 for foreign scuba-divers in Indonesia, Thailand and Malaysia (Pascoe et al., 2014 
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RESUMEN
El establecimiento de tarifas de entrada a las áreas protegidas (AP) en los niveles apropiados puede ser muy desafiante. Proporcionamos datos de referencia en una muestra de 62 países y construimos un Índice de asequibilidad (IOA, por sus siglas en inglés), que muestra las tarifas de entrada a las AP en relación con el ingreso per cápita de los ciudadanos ajustado al poder adquisitivo. Utilizando esta medida, los parques australianos son los más asequibles (IOA de 0.10) para los ciudadanos, los de Benín son los menos asequibles (10.69), mientras que Indonesia es el más cercano al promedio mundial de IOA de 2.09. Las AP en los países de bajos ingresos son en promedio 30 veces menos asequibles para los ciudadanos que en los países de altos ingresos. Esto tiene implicaciones en lo que respecta a la equidad, y puede frenar las tasas de visitación, reduciendo así la medida en que los ciudadanos valoran los parques nacionales y están dispuestos a apoyarlos. Las tarifas para turistas internacionales son más bajas en Armenia (US$1.04) y más altas en Tanzania (US$43.72), en tanto que Costa Rica está más cerca del promedio mundial (US$11.21), una proporción relativamente pequeña del gasto diario promedio estimado de US$165 para los turistas europeos de ingresos medios a altos. Los turistas internacionales que visitan los países de bajos ingresos pagan una tarifa de entrada promedio de US$20, cuatro veces más que en los países de altos ingresos. Podría decirse que esto es razonable, dado que sus bases de financiación para las AP son mucho más pequeñas y su dependencia mucho mayor en los ingresos del turismo. Nuestros hallazgos apoyan la diferenciación de tarifas entre ciudadanos y turistas internacionales como un medio para equiparar la asequibilidad.
RÉSUMÉ
Il peut s'avérer difficile de fixer un tarif approprié pour les droits d'entrée des aires protégées (AP). Nous présentons des données comparatives pour un échantillon de 62 pays et avons constitué un index d'accessibilité financière, indiquant les frais d'entrée des AP par rapport au revenu par habitant, ajustés en fonction du pouvoir d'achat des citoyens. Selon cette mesure, les parcs nationaux australiens s'avèrent les plus abordables pour leurs citoyens (index: 0,10), ceux du Bénin sont les moins abordables (10,69), tandis que l'Indonésie se rapproche le plus de la moyenne de l'index à 2,09. Les AP des pays à faible revenu sont en moyenne 30 fois moins abordables pour leurs citoyens que ceux des pays à revenu élevé. Outre les implications en termes d'équité, cela peut faire décroitre les taux de fréquentation, en affaiblissant l'opinion favorable des citoyens envers leurs parcs nationaux et, par voie de conséquence, leur volonté de les soutenir. Les recettes du tourisme international en Arménie se sont révélés être les plus bas (1,04 USD), les plus élevés étant en Tanzanie (43,72 USD), tandis que le Costa Rica se rapproche le plus de la moyenne mondiale (11,21 USD), ce qui constitue en fait une proportion relativement faible des dépenses quotidiennes moyennes estimées (165 USD) des touristes européens à revenu élevé. Les touristes internationaux paient un droit d'entrée moyen de 20 USD dans les parcs des pays à faible revenu, soit quatre fois plus que dans les parcs des pays à revenu élevé. Cette disparité est sans doute justifiée, compte tenu des sources de financement beaucoup plus réduites des pays à faible revenu et de leur forte dépendance au tourisme. Nos conclusions viennent étayer la mise en oeuvre d'une différenciation dans les droits d'entrée entre citoyens et touristes internationaux en tant que moyen d'égaliser l'abordabilité des parcs.
